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Abstract 
The development of any educational system is the primary form for directly investing in human capital. Later, the performance of 
the human capital will represent the main driver for socio-economic progress and welfare. The efficiency of the education system 
in general and of the higher education in particular, is a complex socio-economic relationship, which is influenced by quantitative 
and qualitative factors and generates various effects throughout the society. Taking into consideration the role of the higher 
education for the development of the society, the paper is focused on analysing the dynamics of the academic system in Romania 
during 2000-2012. The research is based on the evaluation of potential and existing demand in the higher education system, 
revealed by the key indicators presented by the National Institute of Statistics, for both public and private higher education 
systems. 
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1. Introduction 
 
The paper is focused on presenting a comparative analysis of the public and private higher education systems in 
Romania. The time span considered begins with the academic year 2000/2001, starting date of the implementation of 
the Bologna system in the European Higher Education Area and ends in 2012. Although the education system issues 
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have a global character, finding solutions depends not only on the international community but also on each 
particular system and even on each higher education institution, given the academic autonomy and the role played 
for ensuring the quality of the education processes.  
The analysis is not aimed at benchmarking the quality of the training services provided by the two mentioned 
systems. The statistical data of the National Institute of Statistics do not enable such an analysis, but only a 
comparison in terms of general quantitative achievements, reflected in the inputs (students enrolled) and outputs 
(graduates) of each education system. Though the analysis has a quantitative base, the qualitative aspects, i.e. 
competences and skills provided by the higher education system could not been neglected, but these are more 
sensitive. However, articulating the competences and skills only with the labour market requirements represents a 
narrow approach, limiting the free evolution of the society, at its global and individual level. In the actual context, 
the focus should be on strategies and policies for increasing the population’s education level and for supporting the 
development of the education infrastructure and the wider access to education and training on a continuous basis. 
The educational environment and especially the academic system should overtake the current market demand so 
as to anticipate and develop new competencies and skills based on advanced research in order to ensure future 
progress.  
In this perspective, the EU 2020 and ET 2020 strategies represent important pillars for challenging the national 
education systems (e.g.: the share of population with higher education in total employed population in the European 
community must reach the level of 40% in all the countries). 
According to statistics, the amplitude variation of the share of graduates compared with the total number of 
employees in EU countries, in 2010, was31.8 percentage points, with the highest level of 49.9% in Ireland and the 
lowest of18.1% in Romania. In just 10 years this share has undergone significant changes both in dynamics and in 
the hierarchy of EU Member States, such as: in 2001 the EU average was19.5%, in 2008 it was 24.3% and in 2010 
336%. 
2. Higher education in Romania 2000-2012 
In the academic year 2012/2013 the Romanian higher education space encompassed 107 higher education 
institutions, with more than 600 faculties, over 465.000 students enrolled, and 27.555 teaching staff. 
     Table 1. Higher education system in Romania 2000-2012. 
Academic year Higher education 
institutions 
Faculties Students enrolled Graduates Teaching staff 
2000/2001 126 696 533152 76230 27959 
2001/2002 125 729 582221 93467 28674 
2002/2003 122 742 596297 103402 29619 
2003/2004 117 754 620785 110533 30137 
2004/2005 117 742 650335 108475 30857 
2005/2006 107 770 716464 112244 31543 
2006/2007 104 755 785506 125499 30583 
2007/2008 106 631 907353 232885 31964 
2008/2009 106 617 891098 214826 31973 
2009/2010 108 624 775319 191291 31103 
2010/2011 108 629 673001 186900 29746 
2011/2012 108 614 539852 132688 28365 
2012/2013 107 - 464592 - 27555 
     Source: Romanian Statistical Yearbook 2001-2012, National Institute of Statistics, Bucharest 2013 
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The gap between students enrolled and graduates is significant, i.e. 4 to 1, in 2011/2012and6 to 1 in 2000/2001, 
as it is illustrated in the table 1.  
The effort, especially in terms of teaching staff involved in the tertiary education processes, has been also 
analysed and compared in both systems, as it is revealed in the table 2. 
Table 2. Evolution of the ratio number of students/teachers, graduates/teachers and its dynamics compared with the academic 
year 2000/2001 
Academic year Ratio Dynamics compared with the academic year2000/2001 % 
Students enrolled/ 
Teaching staff 
Graduates/ 
Teaching staff 
Students enrolled Graduates Teaching staff 
2000/2001 19 3 - - - 
2001/2002 20 3 109.2 122.6 102.6 
2002/2003 20 3 111.8 135.6 105.9 
2003/2004 21 4 116.4 145.0 107.8 
2004/2005 21 4 122.0 142.3 110.4 
2005/2006 23 4 134.4 147.2 112.8 
2006/2007 26 4 147.3 164.6 109.4 
2007/2008 28 7 170.2 305.5 114.3 
2008/2009 28 7 167.1 281.8 114.4 
2009/2010 25 6 145.4 250.9 111.2 
2010/2011 23 6 126.2 245.2 106.4 
2011/2012 19 5 101.3 174.1 101.5 
2012/2013 17  - 87.1 - 98.6 
     Source: Romanian Statistical Yearbook 2001-2012, National Institute of Statistics, Bucharest 2013 
 
The ratio of students and teachers shows a great variation between 17 and 28, and if graduates from 3 to 7. The 
chart illustrates the gap between dynamics and indicators (fig. 1). 
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Fig. 1. Evolution of the ratio number of students/teachers, graduates/teachers  
Source: Romanian Statistical Yearbook 2001-2012, National Institute of Statistics, Bucharest 2013 
The dynamics students enrolled, graduates and teaching staff have a Gauss curve type distribution, in which the 
maximum level recorded in all cases has been reached in the academic year 2007/2008, when the number of 
graduates has increased 3 times compared to 2000/2001, the number of students enrolled increased by 70% and the 
least spectacular variation has been registered for teaching staff, i.e. growth by 14% compared with 2000/2011. 
 
 
Fig. 2. Dynamics of students, graduates and teaching staff 
Source: Romanian Statistical Yearbook 2001-2012, National Institute of Statistics, Bucharest 2013 
Internal distribution of the tertiary education institutions on the two ownership forms changes clearly from year 
to year, reflecting the increased competitiveness on the higher education market. At the beginning of the analysed 
period in Romania, there were 59 public and 67 private tertiary education institutions, and at the end of the time 
span there are 57 public and 51 private tertiary education institutions. In terms of number of faculties, the public 
system encompasses a double number compared to the private one. 
Table 3. Data regarding the public and private tertiary education system in Romania, 2000-2012 
Academic year Tertiary education institutions Faculties Enrolled students Graduates Teaching staff 
Public Private  Public Private Public Private Public Private Public Private 
2000/2001 59 67 438 258 382478 150674 53855 22375 24686 3273 
2001/2002 56 69 465 264 435406 146815 65919 27548 25174 3500 
2002/2003 52 70 489 253 457259 139038 77396 26006 26029 3590 
2003/2004 50 67 513 241 476881 143904 83744 26789 26400 3737 
2004/2005 55 62 510 232 495034 155301 82739 25736 26790 4067 
2005/2006 55 52 554 216 513678 202786 85908 26336 26881 4662 
2006/2007 56 48 558 197 520263 265243 91660 33839 26464 4119 
2007/2008 56 50 432 199 526844 380509 144857 88028 27044 4920 
2008/2009 56 50 420 197 480239 410859 123023 91803 27089 4884 
27 Emilia Gogu et al. /  Procedia Economics and Finance  10 ( 2014 )  23 – 31 
2009/2010 56 52 417 207 452982 322337 93869 97422 26757 4346 
2010/2011 56 52 422 207 433063 239938 92444 94456 25618 4128  
2011/2012 57 51 410 204 399464 140388 78858 53830 24372 3993 
Source: Romanian Statistical Yearbook 2001-2012, National Institute of Statistics, Bucharest 2013 
Table 4. The share of private education institutions within the tertiary education system, 2000-2012 
Academic 
year 
Share of private tertiary education 
institutions (%) 
Share of private 
faculties (%) 
Share of enrolled 
students (%) 
Share of 
graduates (%) 
Share of teaching 
staff (%) 
2000/2001 53.2 37.1 28.3 29.4 11.71 
2001/2002 55.2 36.2 25.2 29.5 12.21 
2002/2003 57.4 34.1 23.3 25.2 12.12 
2003/2004 57.3 32.0 23.2 24.2 12.40 
2004/2005 53.0 31.3 23.9 23.7 13.18 
2005/2006 48.6 28.1 28.3 23.5 14.78 
2006/2007 46.2 26.1 33.8 27.0 13.47 
2007/2008 47.2 31.5 41.9 37.8 15.39 
2008/2009 47.2 31.9 46.1 42.7 15.28 
2009/2010 48.1 33.2 41.6 50.9 13.97 
2010/2011 48.1 32.9 35.7 50.5 13.88 
2011/2012 47.2 33.2 26.0  40.6 14.08 
Source: Romanian Statistical Yearbook 2001-2012, National Institute of Statistics, Bucharest 2013 
Analysing the contribution of the private education within the Romanian higher education system, based on the 5 
indicators presented in the table 4, the structural changes in the last 12 years can be easily observed. Thus, the 
private system represents in the academic year 2011/2012: 
 47.2% of the total number of tertiary education institutions, with a maximum reached in 2002/2003, i.e. 57.3%; 
 33.2% of the total number of faculties; 
 26% of the total enrolled students, with a maximum reached in 2008/2009, i.e. 46.1% and a minimum of 23.2% 
in 2003/2004; 
 40,6% of the total number of graduates, with a maximum of over 50% in two consecutive academic years 
(2009/2010 and 2010/2011) and a minimum of 23.5% in 2005/2006; 
 14.08% of the total number of the teaching staff, with a maximum of 15.39% in 2007/2008 and a minimum of 
11.71% in 2000 - 20011. 
The share of the enrolled students presents the same variation as the share of the graduates, with a three years 
delay (Fig. 3). 
 
 
 
1  The analysis of the statistical data takes into consideration only the full time teaching staff. In the private higher education system a significant 
number of teaching staff belongs to the private system, working only part time in the private higher education system. 
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Fig. 3. Evolution of the share of the private higher education system in the whole education system 
Source: Romanian Statistical Yearbook 2001-2012, National Institute of Statistics, Bucharest 2013 
Table 5. Comparison of the evolution of ratio number of students and graduates compared with the number of teaching  
staff in 2000/2001-2011/2012 
Academic year Ratio Students enrolled/ 
Teaching staff  
Ratio Graduates/ 
Teaching staff 
Discrepancies between private and public systems 
regarding 
Public Private Public Private Students enrolled/Teaching 
staff 
Graduates/Teaching 
staff 
0 1 2 3 4 5 = 2/1 6 = 4/3 
2000/2001 15 46 2 7 3,1 3,5 
2001/2002 17 42 3 8 2,5 2,7 
2002/2003 18 39 3 7 2,2 2,3 
2003/2004 18 39 3 7 2,2 2,3 
2004/2005 18 38 3 6 2,1 2,0 
2005/2006 19 43 3 6 2,3 2,0 
2006/2007 20 64 3 8 3,2 2,7 
2007/2008 19 77 5 18 4,1 3,6 
2008/2009 18 84 5 19 4,7 3,8 
2009/2010 17 74 4 22 4,4 5,5 
2010/2011 17 58 4 23 3,4 5,8 
2011/2012 16 35 - - 2,2 -  
Source: Romanian Statistical Yearbook 2001-2012, National Institute of Statistics, Bucharest 2013 
In the private higher education environment, economic and laws faculties are prevailing, while in the public 
system, the technical framework is dominating, which includes many hours on subgroups (10-15 students), and 
consequently a more significant number of teaching staff is required. In addition, it should be stressed that, in the 
private sector, 25% of teaching staff is represented by associate professors, their number being not included in the 
statistical data presented.  
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However, the gap between systems is significant in relation with the number of graduates compared with the 
teaching staff, which shows a ratio of 5 to 1 in the last two academic years.  
Consequently, it is interesting to calculate and compare the graduation rates of the two forms of ownership (Table 
6). This indicator illustrates, on one side, the primary effects of the effort involved in the tertiary education system, 
and, on the other side, the teaching staff’s involvement, in direct relation with the educational management.  
Moreover, the analysis should consider also the students’ commitment and motivation to acquire new skills and 
competences, and their financial issues, taking into account that a significant share of the enrolled students in the 
tertiary public education system is paying tuition. In addition, it should be stressed that tuition is lower in the private 
tertiary education system than in the private one. Of course, qualitative factors have also their contribution in this 
respect, but the analysis has not been focused on these aspects, due to the lack of pertinent information. 
The above mentioned arguments represent the rational for calculating and comparing the graduation rate for both 
public and private higher education systems, using the mobile average method. In this case, the real time series have 
been replaced by moving averages. 
Considering that an average cycle in the tertiary education in any discipline/field has a duration of 5 years 
(bachelor-master), moving averages can be determined as part of an arithmetic average of 5 successive terms of the 
series (Table 6, column 1). At the same time, it has been taken into consideration a widening gap of 4 years between 
the year of entry and year of graduation, as it has been observed that a student enrolled in the academic year 2000-
2001 has been graduated in the 2004-2005 academic year (Table 6, column 4). In compliance with this frequency of 
oscillations algorithm, each average allows us to include all terms that occur within a school cycle. 
Table 6. The graduation rate in public tertiary education system in 2000/2001-2011/2012 
Academic year Students enrolled Mobile average - Students enrolled Graduates Mobile average - Graduates Graduation rate % 
0 1 2 3 4 5 = 4/2 
2000/2001 382478 - - - - 
2001/2002 435406 - - - - 
2002/2003 457259 449412 - - - 
2003/2004 476881 475652 83744 - - 
2004/2005 495034 492623 82739 - - 
2005/2006 513678 506540 85908 97782 21,76 
2006/2007 520263 507212 91660 105637 22,21 
2007/2008 526844 498801 144857 107863 21,90 
2008/2009 480239 482678 123023 109171 21,55 
2009/2010 452982 458518 93869 106610 21,02 
2010/2011 433063 - 92444 - - 
2011/2012 399464 - 78858 - - 
Source: Romanian Statistical Yearbook 2001-2012, National Institute of Statistics, Bucharest 2013 
Table 7. The graduation rate in private tertiary education system in 2000/2001-2011/2012 
Academic year Students enrolled Mobile average - Students enrolled  Graduates Mobile average - Graduates Graduation rate % 
0 1 2 3 4 5 = 4/2 
2000/2001 150674 - - - - 
2001/2002 146815 - - - - 
2002/2003 139038 147146 - - - 
2003/2004 143904 157569 26789 - - 
2004/2005 155301 181254 25736 - - 
2005/2006 202786 229549 26336 40146 27.28 
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2006/2007 265243 282940 33839 53148 33.73 
2007/2008 380509 316347 88028 67486 37.23 
2008/2009 410859 323777 91803 81110 35.33 
2009/2010 322337 298806 97422 85108 30.08 
2010/2011 239938 - 94456 - - 
2011/2012 140388 - 53830 - - 
Source: Romanian Statistical Yearbook 2001-2012, National Institute of Statistics, Bucharest 2013 
 
Fig. 4. Evolution of the share of the private higher education system in the whole education system 
Source: Romanian Statistical Yearbook 2001-2012, National Institute of Statistics, Bucharest 2013 
Calculating the graduation rate, in both public and private systems, it should be stressed that in the private 
education system the third enrolled students becomes graduate, meanwhile in the public tertiary education system 
only the fifth enrolled student will graduate.  
The statistical data analysis shows a paradox, as the differences between the two tertiary education systems are 
totally unexpected, taking into consideration the tradition and the good reputation of the public education system in 
Romania. Moreover, the enrolled students in the public tertiary education systems represent the best upper 
secondary graduates and also the number of enrolled students in the public education system is significantly 
greater than those enrolled in the private system. Overall, the public universities are preferred by the high school 
graduates either from material considerations, schooling costs being entirely covered for a certain number of 
students, either from family tradition and from their reputation. 
In this context, it has been expected that at least 50% of the enrolled students to become also graduates. Yet, the 
statistical data demonstrate that the real situation is worse. Consequently, the huge educational costs for the public 
higher education system do not produce the expected socio-economic results and the investment return in the public 
higher education system is negative. In addition, migration rate is high especially for graduates from the public 
education system. On a long term perspective, these effects could be catastrophic. 
3. Conclusions 
Regardless of ownership, the graduation rate in the tertiary education system is very low (21%-37%), and efforts 
are meaningful to both parties, both private and public systems. 
31 Emilia Gogu et al. /  Procedia Economics and Finance  10 ( 2014 )  23 – 31 
Although, the paper has not been aimed at analysing qualitative factors, the identification of the causes for the 
given situation has been considered. Some main issues have been revealed as main causes of the high dropout rate in 
the academic education system: 
 the students’ difficulties to adapt themselves to the academic curriculum (e.g.: lack of self-evaluation and self-
learning capacity); 
 the deficiencies of the academic education system related to the lack of focus on the student’s needs and profiles; 
 financial crisis effects. 
In another perspective, the tertiary education system cannot be analyzed without taking into consideration 
demographic, socio-economic and cultural specific issues, as the education system, in general, and the continuous 
education system in particular. In this respect, the bi-univocal links of the education system and, especially of the 
academic system, with main societal factors should be emphasized, the main factors being represented by: living 
standards, overall quality of life, labour market features.  
In conclusion, any national education system, regardless of ownership, level or area covered should be focused 
on enabling a wide access to education and to provide appropriate education services. The policy and decision 
makers should be more involved in providing an appropriate national strategy and framework for supporting the 
development of the academic system. In addition, more concrete measures for increasing youth employability are 
needed. In this way, the young talented graduates’ migration could be diminished with positive long term 
consequences.  
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